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DETAILED ACTION 

* Pursuant to 35 USC 131, Claims 1-17 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

.1 Claims 1-11, 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming a mathematical 
algorithm and as being devoid of a useful result. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

.1 Claims 1-11, 13-15 are rejected under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112 for it is 
unclear to the Examiner what is being claimed and what the claim limitations are. 

For example, Claims 1,13 and intervening claims recite method/apparatus of monitoring 
and fault detection. . . where no monitoring or fault detection takes place; 

For example, in Claim 1, it is unclear to the Examiner whether it is 'method for 
monitoring of and fault detection in an industrial process,' that drives 'comprising at least a first 
sub-process and at least one second sub-process' or whether it is 'industrial process' that 
drives "comprising at least a first sub-process and at least one second sub-process." 

In Claim 1, it is also unclear to the Examiner whether it is 'method for monitoring of 
and fault detection in an industrial process,' that drives 'comprising at least a first sub-process 
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and at least one second sub-process' or whether it is 'industrial process' that drives 
"comprising at least a first sub-process and at least one second sub-process" 

For example, Claim 13 recites 'A first apparatus for monitoring of and fault detection in 
an industrial process employing multivariate data methods:' it is also unclear to the Examiner 
what employs 'multivariate data methods.'' 

For example, there is a lack of antecedent basis in line 2 for 'the step(s)' in Claims 2, 3, 
5, 'arranging' in Claims 6, 7. 

Applicants shall review all claims and amend same as necessary for clarity and provision 
of proper antecedent basis. 

Specification 

2.2 The disclosure is objected to as non-compliant with 37 CFR 1 .75. because the description 
of 'computer program product' of Claims 16-17 seems missing. Since Claims 16-17 are 
original claims, Applicants shall be allowed to incorporate language of same original Claimsl6- 
17 into the disclosure while at the same time avoiding introduction of new matter into same 
disclosure. Specification to be amended accordingly. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC ' 102 

3. Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 (b) as being anticipated by EPN 0537041 
to Klener et al. -1 st IDS of record- 
As per Claims 1-17, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et 

seq., equivalent apparatus/approach/method for monitoring of and fault detection in an industrial 

process employing multivariate data methods/stages wherein industrial process mathematical 

modeling comprises plural sub-processes -e.g., col. 2 line 40 et seq.-arranged in a process chain 

and wherein said industrial process mathematical modeling comprises multivariate sub-model 
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computations to transform a product from a first stage to a final stage via plural series of stages- 
e.g., col. 2 line 14 et seq.-, data collection and transfer to effect industrial process monitoring and 
industrial process fault detection. 

As per Claim 1, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5, equivalent 
method for monitoring of and fault detection in an industrial process, comprising at least a first 
sub-process and at least one second sub-process arranged in a process chain, comprising, for the 
at least one second sub-process the steps of collecting data and calculating a multivariate sub- 
model based on the collected data, said method being characterized by the steps: receiving in the 
first sub-process from the at least second sub-process information related to the multivariate sub- 
model calculated for the at least second sub-process, collecting data related to the first sub- 
process, and calculating a multivariate sub-model for the first sub-process based on collected 
data and received information. 

As per Claim 2, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1 , characterized by the step of transmitting information or 
data related to the multivariate sub-model -e.g., col. 2 line 40 et seq. -calculated for the first sub- 
process to a third-e.g., col. 2 line 40 - col. 4 line 23 et seq.- sub-process. 
As per Claim 3, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1 , characterized by the step of performing information - 
e.g., col. 2 line 40 et seq.-or data feedback from the first sub-process to the at least one second 
sub-process. 

As per Claim 4, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1, characterized in that the data collected for each sub- 
process-e.g., col. 3 line 14 et seq.- comprises process data. 
As per Claim 5, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
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equivalent method according to claim 1, characterized in that the step of transferring information 
received comprises sequential transferring of quality parameters by means of multivariate sub- 
model score values (tl, t2, . . . , tn) between the sub-processes in the process chain. 
As per Claim 6, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1 , characterized in that arranging the collected data for the 
first sub-process in one matrix-e.g., col. 2 line 40 et seq.- and calculating the sub-model for the 
first sub-process using a principal component analysis like method. 
As per Claim 7, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1 , characterized in that arranging the collected data for the 
first sub-process-e.g., col. 4 line 6 et seq.- is in a first (X) and a second (Y) matrix and 
calculating the sub-model for the first sub-process using a PLS like method. 
As per Claim 8, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 7, characterized by first matrix (X) -e.g., col. 4 line 6 et 
seq.-comprises process data and the second matrix (Y) comprises quality data. 
As per Claim 9, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1, characterized by defining at least one plot, such as score 
plots, residual plots, residual standard deviation (DmodX) plots, contribution plots, or scaled raw 
data plots for the interpreting the models and occurring process faults. 
As per Claim 10, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 9, characterized in that outlier detection is provided by 
analysis of said at least one plot. 

As per Claim 11, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1, characterized by using a number of multivariate sub- 
model observations comprising a prediction set to simulate the process chain. 
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As per Claim 12, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent method according to claim 1, characterized by using a number of multivariate sub- 
model observations comprising a prediction set to perform on-line monitoring in the process 
chain. 

As per Claim 13, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent first apparatus for monitoring of and fault detection in an industrial process 
employing multivariate data methods, said first apparatus comprising calculating means for 
calculating a first multivariate sub-model for a first sub-process, said first apparatus being 
characterized in that it comprises means for receiving from at least a second apparatus 
information or data related to at a least second multivariate sub-model calculated for at least a 
second sub-process in the industrial process and that said calculating means is arranged to 
calculate the first multivariate sub-model based on the information or data received from said 
apparatus and said second sub-process. 

As per Claim 14, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent first apparatus according claim 13, characterized in that it comprises means for 
transmitting information or data to a third apparatus. 

As per Claim 15, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent apparatus according to claim 13, characterized by means for performing information 
or data feedback-e.g., col. 4 line 6 et seq.- to the second apparatus. 
As per Claim 16, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent computer program product comprising computer readable code means -e.g., col. 2 line 
47 et seq.-which, when run on a computer system, makes the computer system perform the 
following steps: receiving information or data from a first sub-process receiving information or 
data related to a second multivariate sub-model calculated at a second sub-process calculating a 
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first multivariate sub-model based on the data received from said second multivariate sub-model 
and said first sub-process. 

As per Claim 17, Klener et al. discloses, e.g., in Fig. 1, Abstract and col. 2 line 5 et seq., 
equivalent computer program product -e.g., col. 2 line 47 et seq.-according to claim 16 
comprising computer read-able code means which, when run on a computer system, makes the 
computer system perform the following additional step: transmitting relevant information or data 
to a third sub-process. 

CONCLUSION 

* Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Guy J. Lamarre, P.E., whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3826. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jacques Louis- Jacques, can be reached at (571) 272-6962. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-3609. 

Information regarding the status of an application may also be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Guy J Lamarre/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2112 



